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A Sureth Version of the East-Syriac Dialogue Poem of 
Mary and the Gardener 
Alessandro Mengozzi1 
 
 
In the present paper, a Sureth version is published of the dialogue poem of 
Mary and the Gardener. As a first attempt to reconstruct the history of this text, 
the poetic version in the vernacular is compared with five manuscript witnesses 
of the Classical Syriac original. The poem is presented as part of an intertextual 
web of Classical Syriac hymns for Easter and Pentecost that are preserved in 
late liturgical collections and appear to be narrative and rhetorical expansions 
of John 20:11-17. Formal and thematic parallels to the poem are then found in 
the broader framework of Christian and Jewish hymnography written in 
varieties of Late Aramaic. 
 
 
1. The Character of Women in Syriac Dialogue Poems 
In a number of publications, Sebastian Brock has shown that in Syriac literature dispute poems – i.e. 
poems that display the formal features of the Mesopotamian dispute as recently described by Jiménez 
(2017) – represent a specific sub-group within a wider corpus of texts, the vast majority of which are 
poems and in which dialogue is a more or less salient structural feature. Following Grelot (1958) and 
Murray (1995), Brock (1984: 35-36) thinks that the Mesopotamian dispute was adopted early and 
adapted by major Syriac authors like Ephrem (c. 306-373 AD) and Jacob of Serugh (c. 451-521) in 
various forms: simple allusions to disputes or disputes as substantial parts of madrashē (stanzaic 
hymns) and mēmrē (metrical homilies). In a second phase, which includes the largest number of texts, 
                                                             
 
1 This paper is a small sign of gratitude for Pinuccia Caracchi. I have always admired her passion for teaching and commit-
ment to our work as a humble service for students and colleagues. I feel fortunate to have been working with her in recent 
years and I am now honored to dedicate this paper to a friend and a colleague with whom I share an interest for the deep 
connections that bind poetry and spirituality. Both poetry and spirituality help to unmask the impalpable nature of the psy-
chological and disciplinary borders that separate West and East, Europe and Asia, Mediterranean and Indian cultures. As 
objects of study and fascination, both poetry and spirituality are necessary components of an integral humanistic approach 
to scholarship and knowledge, to the complexity of cultures and of the human condition. 
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the stanzaic hymn called soghithā2 is the commonest genre and metrical form used for anonymous 
disputes, dialogues and, in general, poetry containing direct speech.  
Most Syriac dialogue poems are not disputations or precedence disputes, but argumentative 
discussions on specific — biblical or theological — topics. Brock (1983a: 44) suggests that the 
transition from dispute to argumentative dialogue is an indication of the Christianization of the 
genre. Dialogue soghiyāthā often use narrative details or gaps in the Biblical text to promote the 
exegetical discourse through the dialectical and dialogical discussion of two characters. The authors 
exploit the euristic potential of both poetry and rhetoric as tools and expressions of theological 
reasoning and thinking. 3 Sometimes exegetical and theological contents are introduced in the 
dialogues in a simple and schematic way and thus the texts appear to have a pedagogical, catechetical 
function, which makes the festivals of the liturgical calendar for which they are composed occasions 
for a living and recurring catechesis. In the liturgical performance, hymns become the textual 
support of both theological reflection and spiritual experience.  
Most characters are taken from the Bible and the texts are narrative and rhetorical expansions 
of dialogues that are just implied, sketched or alluded to in the Biblical text: Cain and Abel, Abraham 
and Isaac, Joseph and Benjamin, Joseph and Potiphar’s wife, Job and his wife, Zechariah and the angel, 
the angel and Mary, Mary and Joseph, Mary and the Magi, John the Baptist and Christ, John the 
Baptist and the crowd, Christ and the Pharisees, the sinful woman and Satan, the two thieves, the 
Cherub and the (good) thief, Mary and the gardener. Dialogues between historical characters, saints 
and personifications are also attested: Nero, the soldiers and Peter, Queen Helena and the Jewish 
people, King Shapur and the martyrs, Cyril and Nestorius, Saint Behnam and Satan, Elijah of Hirta and 
an angel, Saint Marina and Satan, the rivers Jordan and Pishon, Grace and Justice, the Church and 
Sion, Christ and the Synagogue (Brock 2010: 97-104). 
Women are generally positive characters in Syriac dialogue poems. For pedagogical and 
parenetic purposes, women such as Mary, suspected of having committed sin, or the sinful woman 
who wept at Jesus’ feet stand on the right side and demonstrate intelligence, autonomy of thought, 
spirit of initiative and freedom of choice and action, sometimes as opposed to men such as Zachariah, 
Joseph and Satan alias the perfume seller. Men, in contrast, are representative of social norms and 
conventions, conformism and reductive interpretations of reality and Scripture (Harvey 2001: 124). In 
                                                             
 
2 On the relationship of Syriac dialogue poems as a literary genre with exegesis, see Harvey (2001: 106 and 2005: 82), Upson-
Saia (2006), Heal (2007: 87-8). 
3 In a soghithā verses usually consist of four seven-syllable lines and an alphabetic acrostic often marks the pairs of verses in 
which the disputants alternate in direct speech. 
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Syriac dialogue poems, women often defend perfect faith against the rigidity of rationality (Harvey 
2010: 176). 
The space and freedom granted to women’s voices, taken from the Scriptures or invented in 
imaginative poetic texts, may have actually been expressed in the female choirs, mostly virginal, 
whose existence and importance is well documented in Syriac culture from Ephrem’s time (Harvey 
2005 and 2010). The presence, the originality and the strength of the female characters would be 
underlined by the choirs of girls and women who have always animated and still animate the Syriac 
liturgy, in monasteries and parishes. On the other hand, liturgy is a public space traditionally 
dedicated to cultural communication and education and allows the representation and, within 
certain limits, the negotiation and redefinition of social roles (Harvey 2001: 129).  
Christian Syriac literature is not the only Aramaic literature that preserved, adopted and 
adapted the format of the Mesopotamian dispute. Rhythmical compositions, sometimes with 
alphabetic acrostics, that contain a dialogue or a dispute, are interpolated within the Aramaic 
translation of various Biblical passages in the Palestinian Targums.4 However, the comparison of 
disputes and dialogue poems with the same characters that have been preserved in Syriac and Jewish 
Aramaic (Cain and Abel, Joseph and Potiphar’s wife, the months of the year5) reveals the paradox of 
the relative uniformity of a supposedly inherited genre and the high degree of cultural idiosyncrasy 
between literary traditions that share more or less the same language as well as the historical and 
possibly socio-cultural macro-contexts (Münz-Manor 2010, Mengozzi, forthcoming b). 
 
2. Mary and the Gardener: Sources, Exegetical Choices and Intertextual Webs 
Among anonymous Classical Syriac hymns that are preserved in late liturgical collections, we find at 
least three poems that appear to be narrative and rhetorical expansions of John 20:11-17: 
11 Now Mary stood outside the tomb crying. As she wept, she bent over to look into the 
tomb 12 and saw two angels in white, seated where Jesus’ body had been, one at the head 
and the other at the foot. 13 They asked her, “Woman, why are you crying?” “They have 
taken my Lord away,” she said, “and I don’t know where they have put him.” 14 At this, 
she turned around and saw Jesus standing there, but she did not realize that it was Jesus. 
15 He asked her, “Woman, why are you crying? Who is it you are looking for?” Thinking 
                                                             
 
4 A list can be found in Smelik (1995: 414-415). Text and translation of a number of Targumic disputes, with an insightful 
commentary, can be found in Rodrigues Pereira (1997). 
5 On Jewish and Christian disputes of the months and calendars in verses, see Rand (2012) and Mengozzi (forthcoming a), 
both with bibliography. 
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he was the gardener, she said, “Sir, if you have carried him away, tell me where you have 
put him, and I will get him.”16 Jesus said to her, “Mary.” She turned toward him and cried 
out in Aramaic, “Rabboni!” (which means “Teacher”).17 Jesus said, “Do not hold on to me, 
for I have not yet ascended to the Father. Go instead to my brothers and tell them, ‘I am 
ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God.’18 Mary Magdalene 
went to the disciples with the news: “I have seen the Lord!” And she told them that he 
had said these things to her (NIV). 
 
The Syriac hymnographers combine John’s account with the themes and details of the Synoptics, as if 
reading a Gospel harmony, and exegetical sources. It is possible that they draw inspiration also from 
non-canonical narratives that have not yet been identified. As far as the canonical Gospels are 
concerned, John 20:1 states that it was Mary Magdalene who went to Jesus’ tomb early on Sunday, 
and exegetes tend to identify her, who is also mentioned at the end of the pericope (John 20:18), with 
the Mary of John 20:11. Matthew 28:28 has that Mary Magdalene and “the other Mary” went to Jesus’ 
tomb at dawn on Sunday. Mark says that “Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joseph [probably 
Joseph of Arimathea, mentioned in 15:43] saw where he was laid” (15:47) and, in the immediately 
following verse, “when the Sabbath was over, Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and 
Salome bought spices so that they might go to anoint Jesus’ body. Very early on the first day of the 
week, just after sunrise, they were on their way to the tomb” (16:1-2). Mark 16:9 says that “when Jesus 
rose early on the first day of the week, he appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he had 
driven seven demons”. 
A madrāshā of the Syriac Catholic Breviary, intended for the time after Pentecost,6 elaborates on 
the theme of Mary thinking that Jesus was a gardener (John 20: 15): 
 
1. The Lord of Paradise is risen from the tomb 
 and Mary saw him and likened him to the gardener. 
 He is the Gardener who planted Paradise 
 and encircled it with the sword and the cherub (Genesis 3:24)7. 
 You did well, Mary, to call him ‘Gardener’ (transl. by Brock 1983b). 
 
                                                             
 
6 Mosul Fenqitho (1884), Mosul: Imprimerie des Pères dominicains, vol. I, 434-5. An English translation of this madrāshā can be 
found in Brock (1983: 230-231). 
7 The Cherub who protects Paradise with a flaming sword is one of the two disputants in another, perhaps the most famous 
dialogue poem for Easter, namely the Dispute of the Cherub and the Thief (Mengozzi-Ricossa 2013b, with bibliography). 
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It is not clear if the author implies the Mary in question is Mary Magdalene or the mother of Jesus 
(Brock 1983b: 232). In the following verses 2-4, she asks the Gardener where is “the fruit of salvation” 
that should be in a tomb in the garden. The gardener does not answer and the madrāshā cannot be 
described as a dialogue poem. The opening lines of v. 3 (“O gardener, how nice is your garden! In it is 
a tomb where, like the sovereign of the trees, is the fruit of true salvation...”) partly overlaps with the 
beginning of a very popular Easter hymn of the Church of the East, entitled O gannānā! ‘O gardener!’.8 
The two hymns are clearly linked to each other: 
 
1. “O gardener, how nice is your garden! 
 In it there is a tomb and the bride-chamber inside it. 
 The guards are sitting at the tomb 
 and the chamber, cherubim surround it.” 
 “How nice of you, Mary, that you have called me ‘gardener’!” 
 
Jesus alias the gardener speaks to Mary in the line that closes v. 1 in a ring composition: “O gardener, 
how nice is your garden ... how nice of you, Mary...” From v. 3 it would seem that Mary is the mother 
of Jesus: “Weeping, Mary said: ‘They stole my son!’”, but from v. 5 it is clear that Mary Magdalene is 
speaking: “That one who drove seven demons out of me, I am burning with love for him!” Other 
characters speak to Mary in this text (Joseph of Arimathea in v. 3 and an angel in v. vv. 14-5), which, 
however, does not have the structure of a dialogue poem proper. 
A third hymn, that expands on John 20, does have the structure of a dialogue poem. It is the 
East-Syriac soghithā of Mary and the Gardener. Mary repeatedly asks a reluctant gardener where is the 
fruit she is looking for. It is a fruit, hardly visible to human eye, that will give her life.9  The gardener 
                                                             
 
8 The text of O gannānā!  has been published by Benyamin (1968: 178-182). Pastore (2013-2014) gives an Italian translation of 
the hymn and analyzes it as performed by the Assyrian singer Linda George. The audio of her performance is used as a 
sound track for a video posted on YouTube in 2013 (www.youtube.com/watch?v=JJtD27Jy1o4): a transliteration in Arabic 
script of the Syriac text appears in the video, in combination with images drawn from the film The Passion of the Christ (2005), 
directed by Mel Gibson. In another video, published in 2015 (www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YaQ6LHcPFs), the text is tenta-
tively attributed to the East-Syriac hymnographer Narsai (5th century) and the slides combine the East-Syriac text of each 
stanza as printed by Benyamin (1968) with an Arabic and an English translation of the text sung by Linda George. In this se-
cond video, images are drawn from Zeffirelli’s Jesus of Nazareth (1977) and books of European popular devotion.  
9 The idea of a woman seeking a fruit in the garden alludes to the contrast between Mary and Eve, which is a theme dear to 
the Syriac tradition (see, e.g., in Ephrem’s Hymns on the Church 37; Brock 2010: 34-35). Mary has a fruit that gives life in the 
garden, her son Jesus, whereas Eve stole, as it were, a prohibited fruit from Eden. Times were not yet ripe for her and Adam 
to eat the fruit of the tree of life and here Jesus alias the gardener suggests that it is not the right season to look for fruits in 
the garden (7), so as to open the theological discussion of the dialogue. 
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dares her to explain what kind of fruit she is looking for and finally reveals to her the mystery of 
resurrection.  
In some Eastern Christian traditions, probably inspired by a text of John 20:1 and 18 in which the 
word ‘Magdalene’ is omitted,10 the Mary who “stood outside the tomb crying” is identified with the 
mother of Jesus.11 This is the exegetical choice of the author of the East-Syriac soghithā of Mary and the 
Gardener. In line with the role often played by women in Syriac dialogue poems, “Mary spars 
unwittingly with her resurrected son whom she does not recognize. While the Gardener (Christ) 
attempts to fend off her queries, Mary remains determined in her faith and continues to badger as 
the Gardener exclaims, “How you weary me with your talk / how you vex me with what you say!”12  
(Harvey 2010: 184, quoting Brock’s translation).  
In the madrāshā of the Syriac Catholic Breviary and in the East Syriac hymn O gannānā!, the 
authors praise and approve as theologically sound that fact that Mary — Jesus’ mother or the 
Magdalene — thought Jesus was a gardener, the defender of Paradise and the one who opens up 
Paradise for Adam redeemed (actually the good thief, the first man who was granted access to 
Paradise on the cross). In O gannānā! Jesus himself approves Mary’s non-recognition: “How nice of 
you, Mary, that you have called me ‘gardener’!” On the other hand, in the soghithā, Jesus plays the 
role of a gardener, as if intending to test his mother’s understanding and faith. In the dialogue, he 
actually acts as a man annoyed by the woman’s insistent questioning. The anonymous author would 
seem to play with a stereotype of man-woman interaction so as to explain the fact that a mother does 
not recognize her son and build up the discussion that converges to the climax of the final revelation, 
expressed in the rhetorical form of an antimetabole: “His resurrection bears witness to His mother 
and His mother bears witness to His resurrection” (v. 21). 
Precisely the identification of the Mary of John 20 with Mary the mother of Jesus suggests to 
Brock (1983b: 226) that the East-Syriac dialogue poem “may be of considerable antiquity: since it does 
not seem likely that a composition of the Arab period would any longer make such an identification, 
the text might hesitantly be attributed to about the sixth century”. However, the sophisticated 
                                                             
 
10 E.g., the text of the Vetus Syra (Codex Sinaiticus, 4th century) and the Arabic Diatessaron do not have Mary Magdalene, but 
just Mary in John 18: 1 and 18 (Brock 1983: 226). 
11 Brock (1983: 226) mentions works such as Ephrem the Syrian’s Commentary on the Diatessaron (fourth century), the Greek 
Quaestiones et responsiones ad orthodoxos, probably by Theodoret of Cyrrhys (first half of the fifth century), references to this 
identification in works by Jacob of Serugh (d. 521) and other West-Syriac anonymous liturgical texts (Brock 1983: 232). Brock 
refers to Giannelli (1953) on Greek texts that speak of Jesus’ appearance to His mother after resurrection. 
12 Harvey (2010: 184) quotes Brock’s (1983) translation. See here, below, on the problematic attribution of this v. 13 to Mary 
or the gardener. 
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rhyme pattern of the hymn as preserved in manuscripts of the Ottoman period point to a much later 
date. Rhyme is generally believed to be characteristic of poetry in the Mongol and Ottoman periods, 
when Syriac hymnographers imitate or compete with Arabo-Persian models. 
 
3. A Mother Searching Her Son 
Mary is a mother who looks for her son, albeit described in highly imaginative and theological terms 
as a fruit that gives life, coherent with Jesus’ appearance as a gardener. The author inserts into the 
account of the Gospel according to John a variant of the question that the two men in glistening 
clothes13 ask “the women who had come with Jesus from Galilee” (Luke 23:55), when they bring spices 
and perfumes early on Sunday: “Why do you look for the living among the dead?” (Luke 24:5). The 
gardener’s wording is somewhat stronger: “Why, lady, do you seek the living in Sheol the 
devourer?”14  
The idea of someone looking for Jesus after resurrection is probably a rather common rhetorical 
features in many Christian hymns for Easter. For instance, in a possibly late East-Syriac soghithā for 
Easter, each couplet opens with the formula ezzēṯ d-eḥzē ‘I went to look [for Jesus in a given place]’ and 
the second hemistiches create, with the formula ‘they told me to go [somewhere else]’, a climax path 
of wandering in the geography of Jesus’ passion and resurrection: from Golgotha to Jerusalem, the 
Upper-Chamber of the Last Supper, Sion and finally Heaven. Christ is not to be found anywhere, but 
in Heaven on the right hand of the Father, where he nevertheless appears as ‘a perfect human being’ 
(text and translation in Mengozzi and Ricossa 2013a: 164-165).  
The verse opening formula and the geographic wandering of the East-Syriac Christologic 
soghithā has a formal parallel in a Jewish Palestinian Aramaic poem on Jochebed’s Search of the body of 
his son Moses.15 In the Jewish poem each verse is opened by the formula ezlaṯ yokhevedh mpisā16 
                                                             
 
13 In John 20:12 they are two angels in white; in Matthew 28 an angel — “3 His appearance was like lightning, and his clothes 
were white as snow” — comes down from heaven accompanied by a violent earthquake; in Mark 16:15 there is a young man 
dressed in a white robe. 
14 Brock (1983: 233) observes that ‘the devourer’ is a standard epithet of Sheol in liturgical poetry, possibly deriving from 
Proverbs 1:12 (“let’s swallow them alive, like the grave, and whole, like those who go down to the pit”, NIV) and already 
used by Ephrem the Syrian. 
15 Lieber (2018: 150-151) translates the text as published by Yahalom-Sokoloff (1999: 244-7). Lieber (2018) is an English trans-
lation of the Jewish Palestinian Aramaic poems that Yahalom and Sokoloff published in 1999 with Hebrew translation. At 
least to my sensitivity of non-native reader, Lieber’s English is sometimes difficult and odd, unnecessarily formal and pomp-
ous. Remarkable is her attempt, in this and other publications (e.g., Lieber 2014, 2015, 2016a and 2016b), to stress the oral 
and vocal dimensions of the texts and to reconstruct their performative arenas: not only and not primarily liturgy in the 
Alessandro Mengozzi – Mary and the Gardener in Sureth  
162 
 
‘Jochebed went to entreat [a given place so that he may say whether it has perhaps seen Moses]’ and 
the various places — Egypt, the Nile, the (Red) Sea, the desert, the Sinai, and the rock (i.e., the rock 
struck twice by Moses in Numbers 20:11) — answer they have not seen him since he performed one of 
his miracles and wonderful deeds. As is very common in this kind of Targumic poetry, verses are 
connected by structuring formulas and alphabetic acrostics17 and have a clear pedagogical function in 
that they arrange Bible quotations or references to Biblical events in a rhythmical text, easy to 
understand, memorize and sing chorally. 
As far as the content is concerned, the Jewish poem on Jochebed’s Search parallels the East-Syriac 
soghithā on Mary and the Gardener, both depicting a mother’s reaction to the real or imagined death of 
her son. Jewish and Christian hymnography (in Hebrew, Greek and various forms of Late Aramaic: 
Jewish Palestinian, Samaritan and Syriac), especially of late antiquity, is nowadays seen as the literary 
expression of a common culture, sharing the historical context of the early Byzantine Middle East as 
well as aesthetics and motifs that easily circulated across confessional and linguistic borders.18 It is 
not surprising to find parallels in form and content of Aramaic hymns belonging to quite different 
epochs, but dealing with similar themes and functioning with a traditional set of formal tools in 
analogous performative arenas. Mary and the Gardener, I went to look for Jesus and the Jewish poem on 
Jochebed’s Search do not necessarily depend on each other or derive from a common model, but they 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
synagogue (some texts are interpolated in Targum “lectionaries”, for instance to mark the ends of biblical units such as the 
Tora or the Psalms, or preserved in prayer books, possibly hymnaries), but also life-cycle rituals such as marriages, funerals, 
possibly bar-mitzvahs. Less convincing is the idea that these texts may have been performed in “civic spaces (such as thea-
ters)” (Lieber 2018: 8). As far as contents are concerned, Lieber’s approach is often brilliant and successful in showing the 
performative force and the semiotic efficacy of the texts as performed poems and their function in the construction of a 
communal identity. Nevertheless, she probably asks too much of these texts when she “mines the poems for clues about the 
lived reality out of which the JPA [Jewish Palestinian Aramaic] poems emerged” (Lieber 2018: 9). The texts speak of the eve-
ry-day life of Aramaic-speaking Jews of late antiquity no more than the Salve Regina tells about European Christians of vari-
ous epochs. Hymns say a lot about communal identity and belonging, about hope and despair, but they give almost no clues 
on “lived reality”, which may be irrelevant in the (para-) liturgical discourse. 
16 Or perhaps mpayysā (pa‘‘el participle), since the word is written with double y and this usually indicates a consonant y ra-
ther than a vowel i in the orthography of Jewish texts. In vv. 2-3 and 5-6 the scribe writes this verb form with a final -t, that 
gives a feminine participle in the construct state, barely understandable in the context. He possibly copied onto the partici-
ple the regular final -t of the 3rd feminine singular perfect of the beginning of the lines (azlaṯ “she went”). The verb derives 
from Greek peisai ‘to persuade’ and is generally used in Jewish Aramaic in the basis form p‘al with the meaning ‘to persuade, 
reconcile’. Curiously, Lieber (2018: 150 n. 14) follows Kister (2008: 177) and translates the participle with the meaning that it 
has in Classical Syriac in the af‘el causative form ‘to persuade, beseech, plea’. 
17 In this poem the opening formulas that divide each verse in two couplets begin with the two first letters of the alphabet 
alef and beth. 
18 Rodrigues Pereira (1997) has been a pioneer in the formal comparative study of Late Aramaic poetry. See, more recently, 
Münz-Manor (2010 and 2013), and Lieber (2016a), widening the scope of the comparison to Christian Greek texts. 
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show typical rhetorical devices — such as ethopoea, the question and answer pattern, anaphora and 
structuring formulas — and the pedagogical function of (para-)liturgical hymns in Late Aramaic 
literatures. 
Lieber (2016a) compares the Jewish Palestinian Aramaic poem on Jochebed’s Search with other 
Jewish (Hebrew) and Christian (Syriac and Greek) texts on maternal grief and the sons’ preoccupation 
for the mothers: Jochebed, mother of Moses, Sarah, mother of Isaac, and Mary mother of Jesus. As is 
the case in Syriac dialogue poems, a close comparative reading of the texts — especially the two 
anonymous Hebrew poems on Moses and the Aramaic Jochebed’s Search — reveals that implicit and 
explicit dialogues are instrumental in putting gender confrontation on stage. “These poems suggest 
male expectations of extreme maternal mourning, but they then counter those assumptions with 
depictions of women displaying stubbornness and resilient control” (Lieber 2016a: 277). 
 
4. The Texts 
Brock (1983b) published the East-Syriac version of the dialogue poem of Mary and the Gardener on the 
basis of the ms. Cambridge Add. 2820 (C). In the present paper, a Sureth version is published of the 
same text, as preserved in a miscellaneous multilingual manuscript of the Berlin Sachau collection: 
Berlin 134 (Sachau 336), ff. 89v-90v (henceforth S).19 For comparative purposes, the Classical Syriac 
text is published here, in the right column below, on the basis of the collation of five manuscript 
witnesses: 
A = Chaldean Diocese of Alqosh 13 (Alqosh, Iraq, 1679), ff. 37r-37v20 
B = Baghdad Archibishopric of the Church of the East 6 (1719?), pp. 63-6421 
C = Cambridge Add. 2820 (Telkepe 1881), ff. 52v-53v 
M = Mangeš (Iraq), Mar Gīwargīs Church 7 (20th century), f. 75r22 
                                                             
 
19 Sureth is the autoglottonym used for spoken and written Christian varieties of the language group that dialectologists la-
bel as North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic. The content of the ms. Berlin 134 (Sachau 336) is described in Mengozzi (2018: 77-78). A 
digital copy of the manuscript is available in the website of the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin – Preußischer Kulturbesitz (Ger-
many): Sammlung von Gedichten, Hochzeitsliedern und Geschichten, 1883. 
20  DCA 13 in HMML data-base. A digital copy of the manuscript can be seen in the virtual Reading Room of the Hill Museum 
& Manuscript Library (Collegeville, Minnesota).  
21 The ms. was photographed in the context of a 2005 project for the preservation and documentation of Syriac manuscripts 
(Kaufhold 2006). Since the folios of this manuscript are not numbered, I refer to page numbers as given in the jpeg file 
names. 
22 MGCCM 7 in HMML data-base. A digital copy of the manuscript can be seen in the virtual Reading Room of the Hill Muse-
um & Manuscript Library (Collegeville, Minnesota).  
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V = Vatican Syr. 188 (sine data, perhaps 18th century), ff. 54r-54v 
 
All witnesses preserve the first eighteen verses, with a low degree of textual variation. B has ten 
other verses, whereas C and the Sureth version (S) have eight additional verses quite different from 
those preserved in B. The discovery of other versions and copies will probably shed more light on the 
history of this text. Since B and C preserve more or less the same text of vv. 20-22, it may be that vv. 
19-26 in C and S and vv. 19-28 in B are variants of an archetypal text that contained more than 
eighteen verses, i.e., the full alphabetic acrostic and perhaps a couple of closing verses.  
For the present edition, B has been used as a base text of vv. 1-18, whereas a synoptic text of C 
(in the middle column) and B is given for vv. 19-26/28. Variants are recorded in the footnotes. When 
the reading of all other manuscripts is preferable, the variant of B is put in the footnote. I opt for the 
numbering of the couplets adopted by Brock (1983b) for the edition of C. In the Classical text, the 
alphabetic acrostic marks the couplets 3-24.  However, the rhyme pattern (A A -li -nā) suggests 
pairing the couplets in quatrains of seven syllable lines, which is the typical stanzaic structure of the 
soghithā meter. 
None of the collated texts is the Classical Syriac Vorlage that the author of S translated into the 
vernacular. In 6b and 11a the Sureth translator appears to render the text as preserved by all 
manuscripts except B. On the contrary, in 8b, 9b, 14b, 18b the Sureth version reflects a text similar to 
B in contrast with all the other manuscripts. S translates a text of v. 19 that corresponds to B, whereas 
C has a completely different version of this verse.23 In 20a C and S have ‘woman’, where B had ‘Mary’. 
For no apparent reason 20b is completely different in B, C and S. In vv. 23-26 S clearly follows a text 
similar to C. The line 27a of B is the text of line 23a in C and S. 
The Sureth version is generally quite faithful. Nevertheless, eight syllable lines — possibly 
compatible with the melody according to which the hymn is supposed to be sung — occur from time 
to time and the rhyme pattern of the original (A A -li -nā)  tends to become A A A -nā in the poetic 
translation. The alphabetic acrostic of the Classical Syriac soghithā is preserved only in vv. 4, 6, 8, 15, 
17, 19, 21, 22, 23, where the vernacular uses the same word or root of the original in the classical 
language. In 1d,  probably for metrical reasons, the author of S omitted ‘my son’, that identifies Mary 
                                                             
 
23 In line 19b of C we find the adjective bthulāyā ‘virginal’, that Brock (1983, 233) has not “noticed in any text that can be dat-
ed definitely before the sixth century”. Its occurrence led Brock (1983, 226 n. 8) to deem an earlier date of the text unlikely. 
It now appears, from B and S, that a sub-archetype of the poem existed in which this relatively late form does not occur at 
all. 
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as the mother of Jesus from the very beginning of the text.24 Metrical reasons probably led the 
translator to introduce a dubious enjambment in 3b-4a (“He said to her / in the garden”), that 
displaces the adverbial of place (“in the garden”) out of the question that the Lord asks Mary: “What 
are you looking for today in the garden?”.  
Possibly confused by the ungenerous, somewhat rude comment that Jesus alias the gardener 
addresses to his mother (“How you weary me with your voice(s), how you vex me with your words!”), 
all scribes of the collated Syriac witnesses and the author of S or its Vorlage would seem to attribute 
v. 13 to Mary, who is expected to speak to the gardener using masculine pronominal forms. In fact, in 
Classical Syriac feminine and masculine enclitic pronouns and suffix pronouns attached to plural 
nouns are homophones in the second person singular (... -at ... -ayk ‘you... your...’) and can be 
distinguished only at the level of orthography, that requires the feminine forms be marked with a 
silent -y at the end. The scribe of B has a regular feminine form only for m‘iqat(y) ‘you (f.) vex’. Brock 
(1983b, 228) restores the feminine spelling of all pronominal endings in his reconstructed text of v. 
13. The verbal forms and suffix pronouns in Sureth (... -et ... -ukh) are unequivocally masculine, at the 
levels of both phonology and orthography, which compels listeners and readers of S to attribute this 
verse to Mary and not to the gardener.  
The author of S or its Vorlage is probably wrong in a couple of other passages, especially in the 
last verses. In 8a I propose inserting kemrat ‘you (f.) say’ to complete the translation of the Syriac text 
and the seven syllable meter of the line. I am inclined to think that ettēh ‘his church’ in 21a is a scribal 
mistake rather than a textual variant of yemmēh ‘his mother’, which makes much better sense in the 
context and correctly translates the Classical Syriac text as preserved by B and C. In 22b the 
translator (mis)read as !"#$% !&ܕ
 
 ‘uninjured’ a text similar to !"#$ %& '() ‘transcending nature’, a 
standard theological formula that occurs in 22b in both B and C, in B also in 20a. In 23a S reads as 
šem‘ēṯ “I heard” a form like šem‘aṯ “she heard” of C. 
The scribe of S occasionally uses a classicizing spelling, with final silent y, for the 2nd singular 
subject endings — 7a-b d-yad’at(y), k-khazyat(y) — which is unusual in Sureth manuscripts of northern 
Iraq. They parallel the 1st singular dative endings in the preceding and following verses and restore, 
albeit only at the graphical level, a kind of visual rhyme: lā ẓalmet-ti, lā ṭardet-ti, et-ti (5a-6a), ṭleb-li 
(ergative construction), bed ya(h)ḇel-li (8). 
 
                                                             
 
24 However, the same expression (“my son”) is used in the East-Syriac hymn O gannānā, where Mary Magdalene is speaking. 
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 ܕܼܘܸܪܟ ܸܟܪܵܬܐ ܕܵܡܪܢ ܘܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܡ 
 )S(
  
 )C(
 ݇ܐܚܹܪܼܬܵ ܐ ܕܹܥܐܼܕܼ݂ܵܵ ܐ ܼܕܲ ܩܝܵܡܲܬܐ 52 
 )B(
 
 ܒܼܟܲܘܵܫܵܒܐܐܐ ܐܕ ܒ ܸܵ  ܵܵܨܐܐܐܐܕ ܕ ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܪܵܐ  
ܐ 
ܵ
ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܡ  ܸܸܿܲܒܸܐܐ  ܼܩܲ ܼܒܐܐܪ
 ܐܼܝܸܬ݇ܝܵܠܐܐܕ ܼܡܲ
ܐ 
ܵ
 ܕܲܡܐܐܐܐܐܼ ܵܡܼܟܐܐܐܐܐܹܘܝܠܼܐ ܐܼܝܹܡܐܐܐܐܐܪ
  ܕܸܐ ܹܐܐܐܐ  ܟܸܼܿܵܲ ܝܵܠ ܵܐܐܐܐܕ  ܵܡܐܐܐܐܪ ܼ 
 
 ܒܼܚܲ ݁ܒܼܫܲ ܲܒܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܒ ܸܵ ܐܐܐܐܐ ܐ ܵ ܢ  ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܐ ܐܪܵܐ    
ܐ 
ܵ
݀ܬ ܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܡ  ܹܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ ܼ݂ܵ ܼܩܲ ܒܼ݂ܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܪ
 ܸܐܼܬܲ
ܐ ݇ܘܵܘ݂ ܬܼ݂ܵ ܕܲܡܐܐܼ ܡܵܚܐܐܸܘܐ  ܐܐܼܐ 62
ܵ
 ܘܵܐܡܐܐܪ
  ܹܒܐܐܪ  ܼܘܲ ܵܡܐܐܪ  ܕ ܹܐܐ  ܵܒܵܝܵܐܐܕ ݇ܐܵܨܐܐܕ 
 
 1 
 
 2
 ܸܡܐܐܐܸ ܸܒܼܲܬܲ ܨܸܿܵܐܐܐܼܐ ܸܟܡܼܡܲ ܼܟܐܐܐܹܘ ܵ ܲ  
 ܓܝܵ ܹܐܐܐܐܐ  ܵܡܐܐܐܐܐܪܢ ܘܸܡܹܪܝܵܠܐܐܐܐܐ ܲ 
ܐ 
ܵ
 ܒܸܿܵܐܐܐܐܐܘ ܼܓܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܼܬܵ ܐ ܘܸܟܡܵܒ ܹܐܐܐܐܐܪ
  ܟܼܝܼܒܲ ܐܐܐܲܬ ܒܐܐܼܐܲ ܕ ܸܥ ܵܨܐܐܕ   ܵܡ ܐܐܼܐ 
ܨܸܿܵܐܐܐܐܼܐ  ܵܐܐܐܐܕ  ݁ ܼܲ ܠܸܡܐܐܐܐܲܬ ܼ 
 ܸܒܼܲܬܲ
 ܸܘܡܸܒܲܵܬܨܐܐܐܐܼܘܟ  ܵܐܐܐܐܕ  ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܪܸܕܲܬ ܼ 
 ܕܼܟܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ  ܹܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܪܐ ܵܐܼܟܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܸܐܲܬ ܼ 
 ܼܓܲ ܝܐܐܪ ܸܡ ܹܐܐ   ܵܐܐܕ ܟܼܢܲ ܠܵܒ ܵܐܐܕ   
 ܒܐܐܐܵܐܕ ܼܒܲ ܼܒ ܵܐܐܐܕ ܵܘܐܵܓܐܐܐ ܲ ܕܼܝܲ ܐܐܐ ܼܐܲ ܲܬ  
 ܕ ܸܐܐܐܸܐܐ ܒܼܸܿܲ ܐܐܼܬܵ ܐ  ܵܐܐܕ ܟܼܟܲ ܝܐܐܲܬ  
ܲܬ ܼ   
ܲ
 ܘܸܐܕܝܐܐܐܼܘ ܵܐܝܵܐܐܐܲܬ ܸܲܟܡܐܐܐܼܪ
 ܐܐܼܬܼܘܟ ܟܸܼܿܵܲ ܝܵܠ ܵܐܐܕ 
ܐ ܒܼܸܿܲ
ܵ
   ܕ ܹܐܐܐܪ
 ܵܘܐܵܓܐܐܐ ܲ ܕܼܝܲ ܐܐܐ ܸܐܲܬ ܸܝܐܐܐܪ ܕܼܝܐܐܐܐ ܼ 
 ܕ ܹܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܪܐ ܵܐܵܘܐ ܸܕܼܸܠܲܒܠܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܐ 
 ܼܐܲ ܝܐܐܐܐܸ ܼܓܲ  ܵ ܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܸܐܼܬ݇ܚܐܐܐܐ  ܼ  ܵܐܐܐܐ  ܲ72    
ܥ ݂ܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܘܸܐ݂ܡܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܪ  ܵܐܐܐܐܐ ܲ 
 ܵܡܐܐܐܐܐܪܢ ܼܘܲ
 ܒܼܸܿܵ ܐܐܘ ܼܓܲ ܐܐܬܼ݂ܵ ܵ ܐ ܼܐܲ ݇ܨܐܐܲܬܼܬܵ ܐ ܓܵܠܐܐܐ  ܐܐܼܐ 
 ܵܡ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܵܒܼܵܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ݁ܬ 82 ܝܵܘܵܡ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
 ܼܓܲ  ܵ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ  ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܸܬܓܼ݂ܵ ܠܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܘܼܒܲ ܝ ܐ 
 ܘܼܡܐܐܐܼ ܼܓܲ ܐܐܐܵܬܼ݂ܵ ܟ  ܵܐܐܐܕ ܸܬܼܪܲܘܼܕܲ ܝ ܐܐܐܐ 
ܐ ܒܸܼ݂ܼ݂ܿܵܵ ܵ ܐܐܵܘܘ ܲ92 ܐܼܝܐܐܼܬ  ܐܐܼܐ 
ܵ
 ܕܼܚܲ ܐܐ   ܹܐܐܐܪ
  ܼܒܲ ܐܐܐܪ ܸܡ ܹܐܐܐ   ܵܐܐܐܕ ܵܒܵܝܵܐܐܐܕ ݇ܐܵܨܐܐܐܕ03 
ܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܕܸܬܕܥܼܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܼ 
݁
 ܵܘܢ ܼܒܲ ܼܒ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܵܘ ܹ
 ܕ ܹܐܐܐܐܐܹܐܐ ܒܼܸܿܲ  ܹܵ ܐܐܐܐܕ  ܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܫܼܟܼܝܚܼܝܐܐܐܐܼ 
ܐ ܼܐܲ ܨܐܐܐ݁ܬ   ܐܐ ܐܼܐ 
ܵ
 ܘܼܐܲ ܝܼܟܲ  ܵܐܐܐܕ13 ܵܐܡܐܐ ܐܪ
ܐ ܵܒܼܵܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܬ  ܝܵܘܵܡ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ 23
ܵ
 ܕ ܹܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܪ
 ܵܒܹܕܩ ܕܸܬܼܕܲ ܥ ܼܓܲ  ܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ  
ܥܵܠܐܐܘܘ  ܡ ܼܵ ܲ ܼܒܵ ܐܐܕ ݇ܐܵܨܐܐܕ 33
ܐ ܼܕܲ
ܵ
 ܕ ܹܐܐܐܪ
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  ܼ݁ ܸ ܐܐܐܼܐ ܕܼܟܸܵܝܐܐܐܕ ܸܒܐܐܐ  ܝܵ ܸ݇ܒܠܐܐܐܼܐ 
 ܸܐ ܢ ܸܒܼܟ ܹܝܐܐܹܬܘ ܼܬܲ  ܲ ܵܐܐܼ ܵܐܵܨܐܐܕ   
ܐ ܵܡ ܼܝܹܠܐܐܐܐܕ 
ܵ
ܐ ܵܐܕ  ܸܐܐܐܐܐܪ
 ܼܒܲ ܼܟܐܐܐܐܼܬܵ
ܟ ܸܐ ܹܐܐܐ  ܓܼܠܲ ܝܠܼܝܹܠܐܐܐܕ 
ܵ
 ܕܐܼܝܹܡܐܐܐܪ
 ܟܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ ܹܐ ܢ ܕܵܐܘܼܘ ܼܚܲ ܼܝܸܠܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
 ܥܠܼܝܼܬܵ ܐ ݇ܝܵܠܕ ܼܟ ܹܝܹܬܘ ܼܡܼ ܼܐܲ ܝ ܵܐܕ 
  ܒ ܵܠܐܐܐܐܼܘܟ ܵܡ ܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܟܼܡܲ ܸܿܵܐܐܐܐ ܸܲܬ ܼ 
 ܸܘܲܟܼܡܲ ܐܼܝ ܸܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܬ ܼ ܒܫܼܘܵܕ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܘܟ 
 ܼܡܲ ܼܟܐܐܘܼܝܠܼܐ ܼܐܲ ܝܲܟܐܐܕ ܡܢܼܘܹܫܝܠܐܐܼܘܟ 
 ܕܼܒܲ ܐܐܐܼܬܹܪܘ ܸܒܐܐܐ  ܵܒ ܐܐܐܼܐ ܐܨܐܐܐܕ   
 ܵܡ ܐܐܐܐܼܐ ܟܼܝܲܒܐܐܐܐܼܐܲ ܲܬ ܝܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܼܒܲ ܼܟܐܐܐܐܲܬܐ 
ܝܹܵ ܐܐܐܕ ܼܡܐܐܐܼ ܫܝܐܐܐܲܘ  ܼܒܲ ܵܠܐܐܐܐܵܬܐ 
 ܼܟܵ
 ܕܸܐ ܹܐܐܐܐܐ  ܟܐܐܐܐܐܵܐܘܼܕܵܲܬ ܼܒܲ  ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܪܵܬܐ 
ܐܐܐܐܲܬܸ ܘ ܵܐܵܨܐܐܐܐܕ   
 ܸܡ ܐܐܐܐܼܐ ܟܼܢܲ ܠܼܒܲ
 ܵܝܝܵܦܸܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܼܸܐܼܨܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ ܵܨܢܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܘܸܐܐ 
ܹ ܐܐܐܐܐܕ   ܵܐܐܐܐܐ ܹ
ܵ
  ܐ ܸܘܲܟ ܼܵܡܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐ  ܼܟܲ ܠܲܒ
  ܸ ܝܵܡܐܐܹܬܘ ܸܟܡܼܒܲ ܐܐܪ ܼ ܵܨܢܐܐܲܘܹܐܐ 
ܵܨܐܕ   
݇
 ܸܕܼܟ ܸܩܡܹܠܐܕ ܸܕܡ ܼܲ ܝܡ ܵܐܼ ܵܐ
 ܼܚܲ ܝܹܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܸܝܒܼ݂ܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܹܪܼܬ ܕܝܵ ܹ݁ ܼܒܠܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܐ 43
ܸܼ݂ܿܵ ܵܵ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ63 
 ܸܐ ܢ 53 ܼܒܲ ܚܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ ܹܵܬܘ  ܵ
ܐ 
ܵ
 ܼܠܼܝܐܐܐܐܐܼܬܵ ܐ ܵܡ ݁ܐܐܐܐܐܘ73 ܵܘܢ  ܹܐܐܐܐܐܐܪ
ܐ 
ܵ
ܲܬ  ܥܵܠܐܐܐܘܘ  ܵܡܸ ܹܠܐܐܐܕ ܕܼܬܲ ܘܪ
ܲ
 ܕܵܐܡܐܐܐܼܪ
ܐ  ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܐ 
ܵ
 ܝ ܵܵܥ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ83 ܘܼܫܲ ܪܼܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܪ
ܵܡܐܐܐܐܕ93 ܚܐܐܐܐ ܹܵܬܘ ܼܡܐܐܐܐܼ ܼܥܲ ܝ ܵܐܐܐܐܕ 
ܵ
 ܕܪ
 ܟܵܡܕ ܼܡܲ ܠܹܐܝܐܬ ݁04  ܐܼܐ ܒܼܝܲ ܐ  ܵܩܼܠܲ ܝܵܐܸ14 
 ܼܘܲ ܼܟܵܡܐܐܕ ܡܼܵܝ ܼܲ ܐܐܬ ܲ24  ܐܐܼܐ ܒܸܡܵ ܼܠܲ ܝܐܐܸ34 
  ܼܐܲ ܝܵܟܐܐܐܕ ܼܫܲ ܼܝܼܬܵ ܝܐܐܐ   ܓܠܐܐܐܼܐ  ܐܐܐܼܐ 
 ܕܸܐܵܨܐܐܐ ܐܕ ܵܒܐܐܐܐܐܼܬܹܪܘ44 ܵܐܵܒ ݇ܐܐܐ ܐܕ ݇ܐܵܨܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
 ܵܡ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܵܒܼܵܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐ݁ܬ  ܐܲܘ ܼܐܲ ݇ܨܐܐܐܐܐܐ݁ܬܼܬܵ ܐ 
 ܼܚܲ ܝܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܼܒܲ ܫܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܘ  ܵܒܼܠܲ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܬܵ ܐ 
ܩܼ݂ܵ ܵܘܘ݁ ܼܕܲ ܥܵܠܘܘ  ܡܼܫܲ ܐ ݁ܬ݁ 54  ܼܐ 
 ܨܼܦܲ
ܐ ܒܸܠܠܝܵܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܵܘܵܨܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
ܵ
 ܡܐܐܐܐܐܼܼ݂ܵ ܼܩܲ ܒܼ݂ܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܪ
 ܼܝܲ ܝܹܵܦܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܫ ܼܝܠܼܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼ ܵܨܢܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܘܹܐܐ 
ܠܵܒܹ ܐܐܐܐܕ  ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐ ܹܐ 64
 ܘܵܘܐ ܵܕܲܡܹ ܝܐܐܐܐܼ  ܼܟܲ
ܠ ܩܝܵܡ݁ܬܹ ܘ ܓܠܐܼܐ ܘ ܼܲ ܸܫܐܩ74  ܐܼܐ 
 ܼܥܲ
 ܕܼܐܲ ܝܼܟܲ ܐܐܼ ܵܩܐܐܡ ܼܘܲ ܡ ܼܲ ܝܡ ܵܐܐ ܕ ݇ܐܵܨܐܐܕ84 94
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 .ܡ ܼܲ ܝܡ ܵܕ ݇ܐܵܨܕ :V 84
 . ܕܸܐܘܹܘܐ  ܼܐ ܹܒ  ܡ ܼܲ ܝܡ ܵ ܕ.:B 94
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  ܐܐܐܲܘܫܐ ܼܡܐܐܐܼ ܵܐܕ ܼ ܵܬ ܼ݁ܟܲ ܐܐܐܪ݁ܬܐ  
 ܘܨܐܐܐܐܲܘܟܼ݂ܵ ܐ ܼܡܐܐܐܐܼ ܵܐܕ ܼ ܼܒܲ  ܼܲ ܐܐܐܐܪܲܬܐ 
 ܼܡܲ ܐܐܐܐܸܐܼܬ ܸܐ ܐܐܐܐܼܐ ܝܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܼܒܲ ܼܟܐܐܐܐܵܬܐ 
 ܕ ܼܲ ܝܐܼܬ ܕܝܵ ܐ ܹܐܐ ܼܐܲ ܝܵܟܐܸܘܢ ܵܐܵܨܐܕ   
 ܩܝܵܡܐܐܹܬܘ ܟ ܵܲ ܐܐ ܵܕܐ ܵܬܐ ܸܝܹܡܐܐ 05 
 ܘܸܝܹܡܐܐܐ  ܟ ܵܲ ܐܐܐܐ ܵܕܐ  ܸ ܝܵܡܐܐܐܐܸܬܘ 
ܘܵܡܕ ܘܥܼܘܡ ܵܕ ܸܐܵܡ  ܕܼܟܲ  ܼܲ ܡܐܸܬܘ 
ܵ
 ܪ
 ܘܸܘ ܸܐܐܕ ܘܸܩܡܸܠܐܐܕ ܕ ܵܐܐܕ ܸܨܼܟܝܵ ܵܐܐܕ 
 ܫܸܡܐ ܐܐܐܐܐܼܐ ܵܩܹܠܐܐܐܐܐ  ܘܼܝ ܼܲ ܥܐܐܐܐܐܹܬܘ
 ܕܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܡ ܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܡ ܼܬܲ ܼܨܲ ܝܐܐܐܐܐܹܬܘ 
݁ܒܐܐܐܐܐܼܘ ܼܐ 
ܲ
 ܼܘܲ ܝܐܐܐܐܐܼܘ  ܹܸܿܝ݁ܒܐܐܐܐܐܼܐ ܼܪ
 ܼܚܲ ܫܐܐܐܐܐܼܐܵ ܒܸܿܵܐܐܐܐܐܘܼܘܟ ܼܨܲ ܫܝܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
 
ܚ ܼܘܲ ܨܹܚܬܼ݂ܵ ܼܡܼ ܫܼܡܲ ܐܵܐ ܫܼܡܲ ܝܵܐܕ  
ܲ
  ܼܪ
ܐ ܒܼܵܘ݁ܒܐܐܐܐܕ ܒܬܼ݂ܵ ܼܘ ܵܝܐܐܐܐܕ 
ܵ
 ܼܘܲ ܫܐܐܐܐܪ
݇ܨ݁ܬܬܼ݂ܵ ܵ ܐ ܸܐܕܼ݂ܵ ܹܨܟܼ݂ܵ ܐܐ ܼܘܲ ܫܼܡܲ ܵܐܐ 
   ܵܐ ܼܐܲ
 ܕܸܐܘܹܘܐ  ܹܟܼ݂ܵ ܐ ܥܵܠܘܘ  ܡܵܚܘܝܵ ܵܕ 
 ܩܝܵܡܐܐܐ݁ܬܹ ܘ ܵܝܐܐܐ ݁ܕܐ  ܝܹܵܠܐܐܐ ݁ܬܹ ܐ 
ܐܐܠ ܩܝܵܡܐܐ݁ܬܹ ܘ 
 ܘܸܐܹܡܐܐ  ܵܝܐܐ ݁ܕܐ ܼܥܲ
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ܵ
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ܥܐܐܐܐ݁ܬܹ ܐ 
 ܸܫܡ ܼܵ ܲ ܐܐܐܐ݀ܬ ܵܩܹܠܐܐܐܐ  ܘܼܝ ܼܲ
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ܵ
  ܵܝ ܕܼܝܐܐܐܼ  ܐܐܐܼܐ  ܪ
   ܼܲ ܥ ܕܼܐܲ ܝܼܟܲ  ܵܐܐܐܕ  ܕܵܩܐܐܐܡ ܘ ܼܲ ܝܐܐܐ݁ܬ ܕܝܵܐܐܐ 
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ܵ
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 ܼܘܲ ܝܼܘ  ܸܸܿ݁ܝ݁ܒܼܐ ܝܵܕ ܒܪܲܘܵܨ  ܕܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܡ  
 ܸܕܟ ܕܹܬܝܠܐܐܐܼܘܟ ܸܓܝܸܒܐܐܐ  ܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܡ 
ܐ ܼܡܲ ܟܼ݂ܵ ܐܐܐܐܸܘܼܝܠܼܐ ܘܼܥܲ ܵܡܐܐܐܐ ܲ 
ܵ
  ܒܸܒܐܐܐܐ ܪ
 ܨܼܘܵܚܡܼܘܟ ܒܼܟܲ ܪܬܼ݂ܵ ܵ ܐ ܕܵܒܒܼ݂ܵ  ܵܐܕ     
 
    ܫܠܡ  
 ܵܬܐ ܼܒܲ ܚ ܵ ܵܐܐܐܐܐܸ ܼܒܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܪ ܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܡ  
ܟܼ݂ܵ ܵܡܐܐܕ ܕܸܐܬܼ݂ܵ ܝܐܐ݁ܬ  ܹܝܐܐ ܼ݂ܵ ܼܡܲ ܪܼܝܲ ܐܐܡ 
 ܼܐܲ
ܟ ܸܨ ܼ݂ܵ ܼܨܲ ܐܐ   ܐܐܼܐ 
ܵ
 ܘܼܥܲ ܵܡܐܐܸ ܨܐܐܼܘܘܪ
 ܒ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܘܵܚܵܡܸ ܼܘܲ ܼܡܲ ܪ݁ܟܒܼ݂ܵ ܵ  ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ 
 
 ܩܝܵܡܐܐܐܐܐܐܵܬܐ ܘܼܚܲ ܝܹܵ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܘܚܐܐܐܐܐܐܼܘܵܕܬܼ݂ܵ ܵ ܐ  
݁ܟܒܼ݂ܵ ܵ  ܵܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܕ ܕܝܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܐܲܘܓܼ݂ܵ ܼܝܬܼ݂ܵ ܵ ܐ
ܲ
  ܼܲ ܡܼܪ
ܡܐܐܐ ܼܵܲ   
  ܕܵܫܡܼܵܝܐܐܐܼ ܵܐܦ  ܐܐ ܐܼܐ ܘ ܼܲ
 ܘ ܼܲ ܵܡܐܐܐܐܘܕܼ݂ܵ ܼܝܼ ܒܼܡܲ ܡܠܠܐܐܐܐܕ ܵܘܵܨܐܐܐܐܕ 
ܥܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ݁ܬܹ ܐ 
 ܸܫܡ ܼܵ ܲ ܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ݀ܬ ܵܩܹܠܐܐܐܐܐܐܐ  ܘܼܝ ܼܲ
ܪܘܼܒܲ ܐܐܐܐ݀ܬ ܕܸܬܩܐܐܐܐܪܲܘܒܼ݂ܵ  ܐܐܐܐܵܘܹܬܘ 
 ܘܸܐܝܼܬܲ
 ܼܘܲ ܥ ܼ݂ܵܵ ܐܐܐܐܕ ܕ ܵܐܐܐܐܕ ܸܬܬܼ݂ܵ ܼܩܲ ܪܒܼ݂ܵ ܼܝܐܐܐܐܼ  ܐܐܐܐܼܐ 
 ܕ ܹܝ  ܵܐܒܼ݂ܵ ܐܐ  ܹܡܐܐܼܒܲ  ܡ ܼܲܲ ܪܸܘܒܼ݂ܵ  ܵܐܕ   
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5. Translation of the Sureth version (S) 
 
Another hymn on Our Lord and Mary51 
 
1 On Sunday in the morning 
 Mary came to the grave 
2 and said: “Who will show me 
 my Lord,52 whom I am looking for?” 
 
3 Our Lord revealed himself to her53  
 like a gardener. He spoke to her54 
4 in the garden and asked her: 
 “Whom are you looking for at this time?”55 
5 “Gardener, do not treat me unjustly 
 and do not chase me out of your garden, 
6 since I have a fruit here56 
 and I do not ask57 for anything else but it.” 
7 “You should know that in this season 
 there are no fruits in the gardens 
8 and you, <you say> to me today: 58 
 that you want a fruit today59?” 
9 “You should know my secret:  
 I thought that fruit that I asked for 
10 will give me life,60 
                                                             
 
51 Cl. Syr. rubrics have: Another [hymn] for (the feast of) resurrection. 
52 Cl. Syr.: my son and my Lord. 
53 Cl. Syr.: appeared to her. 
54 Cl. Syr.: He answered and said to her. 
55 Cl. Syr.: Woman, reveal to me / what are you looking for today in the garden! 
56 Cl. Syr.: in it; V: in your garden. 
57 Cl. Syr.: I seek; B: I do not know. 
58 Cl. Syr.: and you say to me though. 
59 B: ‘I want a fruit in your garden’. 
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 if I happen to see it.” 
11 “Woman,61 what62 is this fruit 
 about which you spoke? Reveal it to me!” 63 
12 “I know that it is real. 
 It is higher than eye can see.”64 
13 “How you weary65 me with your voice 
 and how you annoy me with your flattering66! 
14 Reveal to me where you removed it, 
 since I will go after it!” 
15 “Whom67 are you looking for, oh woman? 
 Life68  in the Sheol that devours everything? 
16 Me? To me are you asking 
 Him whom you are seeking? 69 
17 The guards took the swords 
 and they resemble rabid dogs!70” 
18 “About His resurrection reveal and explain to me 
 how he resurrected so that I will believe!71” 
19 “Desist from this thought 
 and renounce this search! 72 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
60 Cl. Syr.: You should know, gardener, / that I hoped that the fruit / that I am trying to find (B: that I want) may give me life; 
V: You should know, gardener, / that the fruit that I am trying to find / may give me sure life. 
61 Cl. Syr.: girl. 
62 B: who. 
63 Cl. Syr.: about which you are saying wonderful things. 
64 Cl. Syr.: I know and it is clear to me / that it is higher than eye can see. V: bigger than eye can see. 
65 S: kmaǧhetti < *ke-maǧh(d)-et-li (from Arabic دھج, fourth form, ‘to weary out, tourmenter’)? Maclean (1901: 155) gives mǧahed 
‘to quarrel, dispute’ from Arabic دھج in the third form. 
66 Cl. Syr.: with your words (B: voice). 
67 Cl. Syr.: what. 
68 Cl. Syr.: the living. 
69 Cl. Syr.: He about whom you are questioning me went out / from the grave this night. 
70 Cl. Syr.:  The guards took the swords / and, look, they resemble rabid dogs! B: The guards were lying down and stood up. / 
They set seals and kept guard. See Matthew 28:4 for the guards lying down “as dead men” and Matthew 27:66 for the seal. 
Neither swords nor rabid dogs occur in the Gospels in this context. 
71 B: so that I will become a believer in Him! 
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20 Listen to me, oh woman73,  
 since there is nobody who knows where I am!”74 
21 His resurrection bears witness to His mother75 
 and His mother bears witness to His resurrection. 
22 Height and depth bear witness to her76. 
 He was born and has risen uninjured. 77 
23 I heard His voice and doctrine 
 “Mary, Mary” [was] his word.  
24 “Come to my side, my Master! 
 I carry my anguish in you. 
 
25 Come to my side, son of Mary, 
 as you came to Mary’s side, 
26 and with her show me the light 
 of your resurrection at the end of time!”78 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
72 Here S translates a text similar to B, whereas C reads: He flew down from highest heavens / and dwelt in a virginal womb. 
73 B: Mary. 
74 B: Hearken my voice, Mary, and listen to me! / He was born and has risen transcending nature. C: Give ear to my voice, 
woman, and listen / so that I may disclose to you concerning Him! 
75 The ms. of S has “his church”. Cl. Syr.: to her who gave birth to Him. 
76 Cl. Syr.: to me. 
77 B and C: He was born and has risen from death transcending nature. 
78 C (Brock’s translation): 
23 She heard his voice and recognized him 
 for he repeated the words ‘Mary, Mary’ 
24 [Mary] “Come to me, my Lord and my Master, 
 for I now forget my anguish.” 
25 Come in your compassion, o Son of Mary,  
 just as you came to Mary; 
26  and with you, at your resurrection, let your light shine forth 
 on me and on him who composed this. 
B: 
23 Glory be to Him who has risen from the grave, 
 as he had truthfully said. 
24 What he professed is still right for me, 
 every time and at all times.” 
25  Resurrection, life and renewal 
Alessandro Mengozzi – Mary and the Gardener in Sureth  
172 
 
References 
Benyamin, Daniel d-Beth, ed. 1968. Kthāvā d-turgāmē d-ṭaksā da-mshamshānē wa-d-bim ʽam soghyāthā. 
Baghdad. 
Brock, Sebastian P. 1983a. “Dialogue Hymns of the Syriac Churches.” Sobornost. Eastern Churches Review 
5/1: 35-45. 
Brock, Sebastian P. 1983b. “Mary and the Gardener: An East Syrian Dialogue Soghitha for the Resur-
rection.” Parole de l'Orient 11: 223-234. 
Brock, Sebastian P. 1984. “Syriac Dialogue Poems: Marginalia to a Recent Edition.” Le Muséon 97:29-58. 
Brock, Sebastian P. 2010. Bride of Light: Hymns on Mary from the Syriac Churches. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias  
[first ed. Kottayam: SEERI, 1994] 
Giannelli, Ciro. 1953. “Témoignages patristiques grecs en faveur d'une apparition du Christ ressuscité 
à la Vierge Marie.” Revue des études byzantines 11: 106-119. 
Grelot, Pierre. 1958. “Un poème de saint Éphrem: Satan et la Mort.” L’Orient Syrien 3: 443-452. 
Harvey, Susan Ashbrook. 2001. “Why the Perfume Mattered: the Sinful Woman in Syriac Exegetical 
Tradition.”  In: In Dominico Eloquio — In Lordly Eloquence: Essays on Patristic Exegesis in Honor of Rob-
ert Wilken, edited by Paul M. Blowers, Angela Russel Christman, David G. Hunter, and Robin Dar-
ling Young, 69-89. Grand Rapids, MI – Cambridge: Eerdmans. 
Harvey, Susan Ashbrook. 2005. “On Mary’s Voice: Gendered Words in Syriac Marian Tradition.” In: 
The Cultural Turn in Late Ancient Studies: Gender, Asceticism, and Historiography, edited by Patricia 
Cox Miller and Dale Martin, 63-86. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 
Harvey, Susan Ashbrook. 2010. “Singing women’s stories in Syriac tradition.” Internationale kirchliche 
Zeitschrift 100/3:171-89. 
Harvey, Susan Ashbrook. 2012. “Performance as Exegesis: Women’s Liturgical Choirs in Syriac Tradi-
tion.” In: Inquiries into Eastern Christian Worship, edited by Bert Groen, Steven Hawkes-Teeples, 
and Stefanos Alexopoulos, 47-64. Leuven: Peeters. 
Heal, Kristian. 2007. “Reworking the Biblical Text in the Dramatic Dialogue Poems on the Old Testa-
ment Patriarch Joseph.” In: The Peshitta: Its use in Literature and Liturgy, edited by B. Ter Haar 
Romeny, 87-98. Leiden: Brill. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
 may be to the composer of the hymn, 
26 those who listen to me 
 and those who profess this word. 
27 She heard His voice, recognized Him 
 and hastened to touch Him, 
28 but He replied: “Do not touch me, 
 since I am hastening to go to the side of my Father!” 
Kervan – International Journal of Afro-Asiatic Studies n. 23 Special Issue (2019) 
 
173 
 
Jiménez, Enrique. 2017. The Babylonian Disputation Poems. With Editions of the Series of the Poplar, Palm and 
Vine, the Series of the Spider, and the Story of the Poor, Forlorn Wren. Leiden: Brill. 
Kaufhold, Hubert. 2006. “Über einige Projekte der Digitalisierung syrischer Handschriften.“ Oriens 
Christianus 90: 210-216. 
Kister, Menahem. 2008. “Jewish Aramaic Poems from Byzantine Palestine and Their Setting.” [Hebrew] 
Tarbiz 76/1-2: 105-84. 
Lieber, Laura Suzanne. 2014. “The Play’s the Thing: The Theatricality of Jewish Aramaic Poetry from 
Late Antiquity.” Jewish Quarterly Review 104: 537-572. 
Lieber, Laura Suzanne. 2015. “Theater of the Holy: Performative Elements of Late Ancient Hymnogra-
phy.” Harvard Theological Review 108/3: 327-355. 
Lieber, Laura Suzanne. 2016a. “On the Road with the Mater Dolorosa: An Exploration of Mother-Son 
Discourse Performance.” Journal of Early Christian Studies 24/2: 265-291. 
Lieber, Laura Suzanne. 2016b. “Stages of Grief: Enacting Laments in Late Ancient Hymnography.” AJS 
Review 40/1: 101-125. 
Lieber, Laura Suzanne. 2018. Jewish Aramaic Poetry form Late Antiquity. Leiden: Brill 
Maclean, Arthur John. 1901. A Dictionary of the Dialects of Vernacular Syriac. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Mengozzi, Alessandro. Forthcoming a. “Syrische Streitgedichte als mündliche Dichtung“. In the Pro-
ceedings of the 10. Deutscher Syrologentag (Berlin, 30/05-2/06 2018), edited by Shabo Talay. 
Mengozzi, Alessandro. Forthcoming b. “Neo-Aramaic Dialogue and Dispute Poems. The Various 
Types.” In the Proceedings of the International Conference Disputation Poems in the Near East and 
Beyond. Ancient and Modern, held in Madrid 12-13 July 2017, edited by Enrique Jiménez. Berlin: 
De Gruyter. 
Mengozzi, Alessandro and Luca Basilio Ricossa. 2013a. “Folk Spontaneity and Pseudo-Teretismata in 
East-Syriac Soghiyāthā: Resurrection, Joseph and His Mistress, ‘Tell me Church!’, Moses and Je-
sus, and Great Rome.” Христианский Восток 6 (XII), n.s.: 162-180. 
Mengozzi, Alessandro and Luca Basilio Ricossa. 2013b. “The Cherub and the Thief on YouTube: An 
Eastern Christian Liturgical Drama and the Vitality of the Mesopotamian Dispute.” Annali 
dell’Istituto Orientale di Napoli 73/1-4: 49-65. 
Münz-Manor, Ophir. 2010. “Liturgical Poetry in the Late Antique Near East. A Comparative Approach.” 
Journal of Ancient Judaism 1: 336-361. 
Münz-Manor, Ophir. 2013. “Jewish and Christian Dispute Poems on the Relationship between the 
Body and the Soul.” Jerusalem Studies in Hebrew Literature 25: 187-209. 
Murray, Robert. 1995. “Aramaic and Syriac Dispute-Poems and their Connections.” In: Studia Aramaica: 
New Sources and New Approaches, edited by Jonas C. Greenfield, Markham J. Geller, and M. Weit-
zman, 157-87. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Pastore, Danilo. 2013-2014. ‘al zmirāthā d-haymānuthā. Viaggio etnomusicologico attraverso canti di fede de-
gli assiri moderni. MA Thesis, University of Turin. 
Alessandro Mengozzi – Mary and the Gardener in Sureth  
174 
 
Rodrigues Pereira, Alphons S. 1997. Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 1000 B.C.E. – c. 600 C.E.) (Studia semitica 
neerlandica 37). Assen: Van Gorcum. 
Smelik. Willem F. 1995. The Targum of Judges. Leiden: Brill. 
Upson-Saia, Kristi. 2006. “Caught in a Compromising Position. The Biblical Exegesis and Characteriza-
tion of Biblical Protagonists in the Syria Dialogue Hymns.” Hugoye: Journal of Syriac Studies 9/2: 
189-211. 
Yahalom, Joseph and Michael Sokoloff (eds.). 1999. Jewish Palestinian Aramaic Poetry from Late Antiquity 
[Hebrew]. Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Arts and Sciences. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alessandro Mengozzi is Professor of Semitics at the University of 
Turin, where he teaches Semitic Philology and Classical Syriac. 
His main research interests are Modern Aramaic languages and 
literatures and late East-Syriac poetry. 
He can be reached at: alessandro.mengozzi@unito.it. 
 
 
